This study investigated micro-and macrostructural text features, and the impact of languagespecific skills, on the bilingual, persuasive writing of 41 high school students learning English in Italy. Participants composed persuasive essays on 2 topics, each in Italian and English, and completed spelling and sentence generation tasks in both languages. Texts were assessed for fluency, productivity, complexity, and discourse quality. Repeated-measures analysis of variance was used to explore group differences between Italian and English writing. Correlations and regression analyses were used to investigate the impact of spelling and sentence generation on writing skills. Texts were more productive in English and more complex in Italian; however, no significant differences emerged between languages for fluency or discourse quality. In Italian writing, sentence generation skills affected only fluency. In English writing, spelling explained most of the variance in fluency and also impacted productivity, complexity, and quality. Results not only suggest cross-language transfer of discourse-level composition skills but also highlight the role of language-specific constraints in written text production.
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their skills in L1. With this in mind, the present study examined the bilingual, persuasive writing of Italian students learning English in two private high schools in northeast Italy. Outcomes on measures of text fluency, productivity, complexity, and discourse quality were compared across languages. We also explored possible relationships between spelling and sentence generation skills across languages and the impact of these skills on the students' bilingual writing.
LEARNING ENGLISH IN ITALY
Like many countries in Europe and around the world, English has become the dominant second language in Italy. In December 2014, the Italian Ministry of Education (MIUR) directed 95,500 euro to obligatory professional development in English language education for elementary school teachers (Ministero dell'Istruzione, dell'Università e della Ricerca, 2014) . In support of this development, Lingua e Nuova Didattica (LEND), the association for foreign language teachers in Italy since 1971, promotes innovative pedagogy based on EU principles of language diversity and multiculturalism.
Indeed, because of globalization and economic crises, Italians are under increased pressure to become bilingual. Italian students learn English primarily to "function in the commercial and economic worlds" (Boscolo, reported in Mallozzi & Malloy, 2007) . Thus, quality programs must address not only conversational English but also academic language and literacy.
Persuasive text construction: Multiple challenges
Academic language includes not only specialized lexical items and complex syntax but also discipline-specific discourses (e.g., informative and persuasive texts; Schleppegrell, 2007; Yore et al., 2004) , which express concepts and arguments, for example, in mathematics, science, and social studies. In contrast to other genres (e.g., narratives), persuasive discourse is rarely present in everyday conversations and is typically learned at school. Command of persuasive text structure is often variable and characterized by a variety of linguistic and discourse patterns that may be difficult to master (Silliman, 2014) .
Persuasive (or argumentative) genre texts can be especially demanding because they require a writer not only to inform the reader of the issue at hand but also to logically argue their position on that issue (Lenski & Verbruggen, 2010) . Thus, persuasive text composition can increase the writer's cognitive load, as it necessitates the integration of lexical and syntactic, academic language structures, text composition skills, and logical reasoning. These challenges may be compounded when producing texts in L2 (Chandrasegaran, 2013; Chang & Schleppegrell, 2011) .
One factor found to impact text composition is writing fluency; that is, the ability to generate text in a quick and efficient manner. Berninger et al. (2002) noted that children who write more fluently generally achieve better outcomes on standardized writing assessments. In addition, fluent writers are more likely to consider themselves good writers and enjoy writing. This leads to more positive writing experiences and stronger motivation to compose. On the contrary, those who struggle with fluently generating text may avoid writing tasks, further inhibiting their development (Berninger et al., 2002) .
A writer's cognitive and linguistic processes compete for the allocation of working memory resources during text production (McCutchen, 2006; Quinlan, Loncke, Leijten, & Van Waes, 2012) . It follows, thus, that composing in L2 would further increase the already existing cognitive load of generating discourse, thus impacting writing fluency. Adjusting the task and providing targeted instruction may mitigate these demands. For example, Ong and Zhang (2010) found that increasing available planning time significantly increased fluency (and lexical complexity) of argumentative texts written in English as a foreign language by Chinese university students. However, providing
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L2 and bilingual writing
There is a considerable body of research on the English L2 writing of students acquiring English in U.S. classrooms (see Fitzgerald, 2006 , for a synthesis). Generally speaking, in these cases, students (i.e., "English learners") speak a language other than English at home and acquire English in an academic context, where it is the dominant language of instruction and, often, the greater community. Still, for these learners, attaining sufficient skill in academic language features (e.g., vocabulary, syntax) and genre-specific text structures to produce effective writing at school can be a challenge and may take several years (Carhill, Suárez-Orozco, & Páez, 2008; Short & Fitzsimmons, 2007) .
In contrast, millions of people worldwide study English as a foreign or "global language" (Crystal, 2003) . In these cases, including Italy, the overall linguistic environment and dominant everyday language of the community are the students' L1 (e.g., Italian). However, although the language-learning context is different, for these students, English is still a second/additional, academic language. Thus, we refer to English as "L2" in the global language learning setting as well (see also Canagarajah, 2006 , for a discussion of "world Englishes").
There is little research in the area of English language learning of Italian students (Ferrari & Palladino, 2012) , and most has focused on children with language or learning disabilities (Ferrari & Palladino, 2007; Palladino & Ferrari, 2008) , such as dyslexia (Palladino, Bellagamba, Ferrari, & Cornoldi, 2013) . In the area of writing, Vergaro (2011) explored how Italian graduate students projected identity in academic writing in English through an examination of first-person pronouns and determiners. However, it appears that no inquiries to this point have focused on L2 writing skills of Italian, school-age children or adolescents.
In addition, in either of these instructional contexts, few studies have examined bilingual writing-that is, comparing features of L1 and L2 writing for second/additional language learners. However, such studies are extremely important for understanding whether a student's challenges with L2 writing are related to a more general writing problem or to language-specific factors and L2 learning. Most of these studies, conducted with English learners in the United States, focus on texts produced by young children in elementary school who are considered early/emerging bilingual writers (Butvilofsky & Sparrow, 2012; Gort, 2006; Velasco & García, 2014) . In addition, these studies have examined global features, such as code switching, rather than specific language or text structures.
In a study of the bilingual writing of adolescent English learners in Florida, Danzak (2011) compared the lexical, syntactic, and discourse features of narrative and expository texts produced by 20 middle school students aged 11-14 years. During the English for Speakers of Other Languages class (50 min), the students composed two topics for each genre, each in English and Spanish (alternating genre and language). Texts were scored for lexical sophistication (based on Ravid's, 2006, noun scale) , lexical productivity (number of different words), syntactic complexity (clausal complexity and mean length of T-unit), and overall quality (discourse measure) using Systematic Analysis of Language Transcripts ([SALT], 2012) . Overall text productivity (total number of words and T-units) was also computed. Outcomes were compared within subjects across languages and genres.
The texts varied greatly in productivity, complexity, and quality; however, results showed no significant differences between languages or genres in terms of either lexical sophistication/diversity or overall text quality. Differences did arise with regard to text topic in all areas. Regarding linguistic complexity, there were no differences across languages; 38 TOPICS IN LANGUAGE DISORDERS/JANUARY-MARCH 2016 however, clausal complexity and mean length of T-unit were significantly greater in expository texts than narrative texts composed in English. Because of similar outcomes in Spanish and English, it was suggested that writing skills (i.e., the ability to use abstract vocabulary, produce complex sentences, and compose a quality text) have the potential to transfer across languages. Danzak (2011) concluded that, due to generally low scores on text quality, the students were emerging as writers in both L1 and L2 and recommended integrated writing instruction for English learners to emphasize interactions among vocabulary, morphosyntax, and discourse (text)-level structures in text composition.
Relationships between L1 and L2 writing
A lingering area of inquiry in studies of bilingual language is the question of shared versus language-specific skills and their interaction in biliteracy development. For example, academic language skills, rhetorical strategies, and discourse skills can be considered language general, as, in principle, knowledge of these aspects in one language can be transferred to another language (Bialystok, 2002; Cummins, 1991; Francis, 2006) . Specifically, bilingual students may evidence language transfer with respect to vocabulary depth (Ordóñez, Carlo, Snow, & McLaughlin, 2002) , knowledge of writing conventions and story grammar (Durgunoglu, 2002) , and overall text quality (Danzak, 2011) . On the contrary, orthographic and syntactic features are language specific, as languages differ across these two dimensions (Arfé, Dockrell, & Berninger, 2014; Reilly et al., 2014) . Therefore, mastery of the spelling system and of grammatical constructions stand out as two factors that cannot transfer readily from L1 to L2 and may differentially constrain a student's ability to produce written text in L1 and, especially, in L2.
Italian has a shallow orthography, meaning that grapheme-phoneme correspondences are direct and consistent so that words are spelled like they sound. Thus, in Italian, spelling ability impacts significantly on text production in the early grades, with diminishing importance as the child gets older; that is, Grade 3 and up (Arfé & Pizzocaro, 2015) . By high school, Italian students without reading and writing problems typically have good command of spelling and thus spelling ability presumably has limited impact on text construction. In contrast, Italian grammar is complex and syntactic skills may constrain students' written production for a long period, beginning in the early grades, and continuing in the upper elementary school years (Arfé & Pizzocaro, 2015) . Because sentence construction requires syntactic skills, the ability to translate ideas into sentences impacts significantly on text composition in Italian (Arfé & Pizzocaro, 2015) .
In English, things could be different. The specific characteristics of the English orthographic system, which is deeper than that of Italian, may represent a significant writing constraint for Italian writers. Thus, it is possible that English spelling skills affect text generation and composition in English, even in older spellers. Similarly, differences in English grammar from Italian (e.g., more restrictive word order, use of auxiliary verbs) might place challenges on text production for L2 learners. However, an important aspect of the grammatical system, inflectional morphology, is less rich in English than in Romance languages such as Italian or French (Arfé, Nicolini, & Pozzebon, 2014; Reilly et al., 2014) . Therefore, English grammar may represent less of a challenge than the English spelling system for the Italian speaking L2 writer. In addition, as English grammar is the focus of most instructional intervention in Italy, we can assume that its role in text generation would be reduced in comparison with that of spelling.
In synthesis, when comparing bilingual writing across languages, differences may exist on two levels: (1) the features of written text production; and (2) the factors that most affect students' performance. For example, other studies have demonstrated how language-specific factors may impact the Copyright © 2016 Wolters Kluwer Health, Inc. Unauthorized reproduction of this article is prohibited.
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structure of written products in L1 in terms of productivity and complexity (Reilly et al., 2014) . It is likely they also play a significant role in bilingual writing.
With this in mind, and using a methodology similar to that used by Danzak (2011) , the present study examined Italian high school students' persuasive texts composed in L1 (Italian) and L2 (English) to compare outcomes across languages. In addition to linguistic and discourse features of the texts, we also examined the impact of spelling and sentence construction proficiency on writing in L1 and L2. Although we assume that writers can transfer certain skills (e.g., discourse) from one language to another, it is possible that specific factors, such as spelling and abilities at the sentence level, may constrain this transfer. Thus, the goal of the present study was to better understand not only the linguistic factors contributing to L2 writing but also how these modulate the transfer of language and discourse skills from L1 to L2 in bilingual text construction. The research questions driving the current investigation were as follows:
1. How does persuasive writing differ between Italian/L1 and English/L2? Which aspects of the written products are most affected by English/L2 writing? 2. Are language-specific writing skills, such as spelling and sentence generation, correlated between L1 and L2? 3. What is the contribution of spelling and sentence generation skills to writing in Italian/L1 and English/L2? To what degree do these language-specific factors support or constrain the transfer of writing skills from L1 to L2?
METHODS
Participants
The participants in this study were 41 Italian students (aged 15-18 years) attending two, private high schools in northeast Italy: a "linguistic" high school (n = 20; 15 girls) and an international high school (n = 21; 12 girls). All participants completed a questionnaire regarding their language use, experience, and perceived proficiency in all languages in their repertoire.
Linguistic high school
In Italy, "linguistic" is one of the traditional tracks (others include artistic, classical, and scientific) from which all students (at both public and private schools) may choose for their high school education. Linguistic schools emphasize the study of foreign languages. All students attending this particular school study English, along with two additional languages of their choice (French, German, or Spanish). Daily English classes focus on conversational, professional, and academic English. Reading and writing skills are emphasized in relation to different text genres. English literature is taught in English; other academic content (e.g., mathematics and science) is taught in Italian. At all levels, English is taught collaboratively by a team of Italian global English speakers and native English speakers from the United Kingdom and the United States.
Participants at the linguistic school attended Grades 10-11 (aged 15-18 years). On the basis of the questionnaire, 6 of the 20 students had attended the international school (English immersion) for most or all of their elementary and middle school years; the others came from traditional Italian schools. All the students had spent study periods (e.g., 2-6 weeks) in the United Kingdom or Ireland. Of this group, 11 of the 20 students considered themselves to be bi-or multilingual.
International high school
The participating international high school is part of a K-12, English language immersion program in which all academic content is taught in English. The high school requires the study of Italian and also offers French, German, Latin, and Spanish. English teachers are native speakers, generally from the United Kingdom and Ireland.
Participants at the international school attended Grade 11 (aged 16-18 years). Questionnaire responses indicated that all of these students had attended international Copyright © 2016 Wolters Kluwer Health, Inc. Unauthorized reproduction of this article is prohibited.
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school since the elementary grades and five had attended other international schools for at least one academic year. Of this group, 20 of 21 considered themselves to be bi-or multilingual.
Thus, the degree of students' experience, immersion, and perceived proficiency in English varied between the two schools. However, we can say that, for all participants, Italian was the L1 and dominant social and community (outside of school) language. Indeed, on the questionnaire, 100% of the participants (both schools) indicated that Italian was the primary language spoken with classmates, friends, and family. On the contrary, English was the L2 language and was used in academic (rather than social) contexts (i.e., spoken with teachers and during lessons).
It should be noted that, in the present study, we were primarily interested in general impacts of L2 writing on the students' writing performance; thus, the first priority was to understand how Italian/L1 and English/L2 writing was related in students with typically developing writing skills. For this reason, students in the participating classes who were referred to the intervention for learning disabilities or cognitive/sensory problems took part in the study, but their data were excluded from the analyses for this study.
Data
Data for the present study included bilingual writing samples and outcomes on spelling and sentence generation tasks described later. These were conducted in both L1 and L2 to ascertain the relationship of spelling and syntactic skills across languages, as well as the impact of spelling and syntax on bilingual writing. The first author (R.L.D.) collected all data at the schools during normal hours, either in whole-group settings during the students' English class (linguistic school) or in small groups during the students' study periods (international school).
Writing samples
All participants produced two persuasive texts in both Italian and English (4 texts each, for a total of 168 texts) on topics that were determined to be both highly familiar and of interest to the students-school improvement and social media (see Supplemental Digital Content Appendix, available at http:// links.lww.com/TLD/A46 for instructions and prompts). Because of the well-known and current nature of the topics, it was assumed that students would have both the background knowledge and personal opinions necessary to compose a persuasive text without having to research the issues. The texts were collected over a period of 4 weeks, one per week, alternating topics and languages each week such that, for example, "school improvement" was composed in Italian during Week 1, "social media" in English for Week 2, and then the reverse for Weeks 3 and 4. This way, there was a 2-week break in between a given topic or language. Students were informed that they would be asked to write persuasive essays on different topics and in different languages, Italian and English, but were not informed that they would write twice on the same topic.
In each writing session, by random designation, half the students composed the given topic in Italian and half in English. At the beginning of the session, each student received a sheet of lined paper with instructions and the prompt printed in the same language in which they were to write that day. The students wrote by hand and had 45 min to compose each text. After 15 min had elapsed, they were instructed to mark their paper with an asterisk (*), an indication that was later used as a reference point for writing fluency (total number of words at 15 min).
Standardized spelling tasks
Because the spelling tests involved dictation of words by the examiner, native speakers of the target language administered each test. To examine spelling skills in English, the spelling subtest of the Wechsler Individual Achievement Test, 3rd Edition (WIAT-III; Psych Corp, 2009 ) was administered. We used the Grades 9-12 start point and included all the words to the end of the list (44 words).
Following the WIAT-III protocol, for each target word, the word was announced, a sample sentence provided in the test protocol was read aloud, and the word was repeated. For example: "Factual. A factual statement is true. Factual." The students wrote only the words in a list on a piece of paper. Tests were scored for the number of correctly spelled words (out of 44).
In deep orthographies, such as English, students cannot spell words correctly by simply applying one-to-one sound-letter correspondences (i.e., phonological strategies). Successful performance in English spelling requires the creation of mappings between phonological, orthographic, and morphological representations, as well as vocabulary knowledge (Harm & Seidenberg, 1999; Metsala & Walley, 1998; Richards et al., 2006) . Because it includes words of varying frequencies, orthographic complexities, and grammatical categories, the WIAT-III spelling task offers an assessment of an individual's use of vocabulary, orthographic, and morphological knowledge in spelling, as well as phonological strategies.
On the contrary, Italian orthography is shallow; thus, spelling strategies are different (Arfé, De Bernardi, Pasini, & Poeta, 2012) . In contrast to English, phonological mediation, or one-to-one sound-letter mappings, is typically successful as a spelling strategy in Italian, although emerging evidence suggests that Italian vocabulary and grammatical knowledge, in addition to phonology, may play a role in spelling development . However, the shallowness of the Italian system makes spelling easier to acquire (Romani, Zoccolotti, & Marinelli, 2011) , and there is evidence that Italian children are able to produce very accurate spellings on standardized tests by the end of Grade 3 (see also Arfé & Pizzocaro, 2015) .
To detect individual differences in the Italian spelling skills of older students and adults, cognitively demanding tasks that increase the challenges of spelling are necessary. Recently, spelling tests that elicit concurrent articulation during spelling have been developed for this purpose (Colombo, Fudio, & Mosna, 2009; Martino et al., 2011) . Concurrent articulation during spelling suppresses students' use of subvocal rehearsal, thereby reducing the possibility to use phonological (sublexical) recoding (see also Colombo, Arfé, & Bronte, 2012) . Although the concurrent articulation task cannot equalize the spelling challenges of English and Italian spelling tasks, it forces the writer to make use of lexical strategies, based on retrieval of orthographic, semantic, and morphological word forms from the mental lexicon, revealing individual differences even in older writers who are generally proficient in Italian spelling (Colombo et al., 2009) .
With this in mind, to assess Italian spelling in the current study, we selected a test (Martino et al., 2011 ) that uses the concurrent articulation procedure and thus has a different format from that of the WIAT-III. The advanced spelling test developed by Martino and colleagues consists of two subtests. The first involves writing, under dictation, a list of 24 three-or four-syllable words. The words are read aloud (each said twice) by the examiner and written down by the students. The second subtest requires that the students write, under dictation, another list of 24, different three-or four-syllable words while performing a concurrent articulation task. Specifically, in this second task, the students were instructed to quietly say "la la la la" while writing the dictated words. This spelling task has been shown to discriminate well between poor and good spellers among Italian university students (Martino et al., 2011) .
The two Italian word lists include concrete and abstract adjectives and nouns, with a CVCVCV or CVCCV structure (dominant in Italian) and an average frequency of 29.3. Frequency values were derived from the Lessico Elementare Zanichelli (Marconi, Ott, Pesenti, Ratti, & Tavella, 1994) 
Sentence generation task
A sentence generation task (Arfé & Pizzocaro, 2015) was employed to assess morphosyntactic fluency in L1 and L2. The task assessed the students' ability to fluently generate semantically and grammatically correct sentences and can be considered a measure of the writer's text generation skills. Because ideas are translated into texts in sentences, fluency in producing complete sentences can be considered an important component of the writer's ability to generate the overall text at the discourse level. In addition, because Italian and English vary in terms of their morphosyntactic structure, assessing text generation skills at sentence level was important to detect language-specific factors in writing.
On separate occasions for each language, alternating Italian and English, the students were given two pairs of words and asked to write down as many sentences as possible, incorporating both words in their original form, in 2 min for each pair. Before beginning, the examiner read the instructions aloud and provided an example. The word pairs in both languages were water-bridge (aqua-ponte) and child-car (bambino-automobile). Students received 2 points for each morphosyntactically correct and semantically plausible sentence produced for each word pair in each language and 1 point when the sentence was only semantically plausible or morphosyntactically correct. Sentences such as "The water flowed under the bridge" and "The child was too young to drive a car" were scored 2 points each, whereas sentences such as "Bill was looking at the water down from the bridge" (semantically plausible, but morphosyntactically inaccurate) or "The child is eating the car" (morphosyntactically accurate, but semantically implausible) were scored 1 point each. Sentences that were repeated with minor changes were scored 0.5; for example, "My child is in the car" and "My father is in the car." Task order (Italian vs. English) and word pair order (water-bridge; child-car) were counterbalanced among participants.
Data processing and analyses
The students' handwritten, persuasive texts were transcribed verbatim into Microsoft Word and transferred into SALT (2012) for analysis. Texts were then divided into T-units, consisting of main clauses and related subordinate clauses (Hunt, 1965) . Because Italian is a prodrop language (subject pronoun not required), we followed Danzak's (2011) segmentation of Spanish and English texts, dividing coordinate clauses with or without subject pronouns into separate T-units. English texts were segmented by the first author (R.L.D.) and then checked by the second author (B.A.), and vice versa for the Italian texts. Mean interrater agreement, calculated by Pearson correlations, was .98 for T-units. The authors discussed T-unit disagreements and reached consensus.
Linguistic features with respect to text fluency, productivity, and complexity used in previous research in the micro-and macrostructural analyses of written products (Nippold, Ward-Lonergan, & Fanning, 2005; Puranik, Lombardino, & Altmann, 2008) were attained, using SALT, at the microstructural (word and sentence) and macrostructural (whole-text) levels. At the discourse level, overall text quality was assessed with a holistic measure. These measures are discussed next.
Fluency
To approximate how quickly students could generate a quantity of text, we had them mark their papers with an asterisk to indicate where they were in the composition after 15 min of writing time. For the present study, the total number of words at the 15-min mark (TNW15) was calculated to measure writing fluency.
Productivity
At the lexical level, the total number of words (TNW) was used to assess text productivity. At the sentence level, the total number Copyright © 2016 Wolters Kluwer Health, Inc. Unauthorized reproduction of this article is prohibited.
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of T-units (TNT) was used to measure productivity. Both measures were based on the full text produced in 45 min.
Lexical and syntactic complexity
At the word level, lexical complexity (diversity) was assessed by type-token ratio (TTR), computed as the number of different words/TNW in a text. At the sentence level, mean length of T-unit (MLT) served as a measure of syntactic complexity (Puranik et al., 2008) , evidencing how much information the students could embed into sentences. Similar to measures of productivity, the complete text produced in 45 min was considered.
Discourse quality
A holistic measure was applied to assess the overall discourse quality of each text (again, the full text produced in 45 min was used). Similar to Harris, Graham, and Mason (2006) , 1 point was awarded for each major element of a persuasive essay that was present and sufficiently developed. This involved giving 1 point for a topic sentence/paragraph that introduced the issue and stated the writer's position, 1 point for each supporting idea with development (expansion and/or examples, not simply listed), and 1 point for a conclusion. Because students generally included a maximum of three to four developed supporting ideas, this process resulted in a scale from 1 to 6. A score of 2 typically corresponded to a basic text with a main argument and a conclusion. Both authors scored all texts. Mean interrater agreement, calculated by Pearson correlations, was .94 for discourse quality scores. Disagreements were discussed to reach consensus.
All scores, including the linguistic features outcomes, discourse scores, and outcomes on the spelling and sentence generation tests, were entered into an Excel spreadsheet. A series of repeated-measures analyses of variance (ANOVAs) were run to explore withingroup differences between L1 and L2 persuasive writing. Correlations and regression analyses were run to investigate the impact of spelling and sentence generation skills on L1 and L2 writing.
RESULTS
The first research question concerned how the students' persuasive writing in Italian/L1 compared with their writing in English/L2. To address this, we compared the written products in L1 and L2 in terms of their linguistic and discourse features by repeated-measures ANOVA. Language (L1 or L2) was the independent variable. The dependent variables were TNW15, TNW, TNT, TTR, MLT, and the discourse quality scores. Because the students wrote texts on two different topics, we first explored the effect of topic on their written production in L1 and L2 by t tests. These analyses showed an effect of topic alone for text fluency in L1, t(40) = −2.73, p < .005. This indicated that in L1, but not in L2, t = −1.26, p = .22, the students wrote more fluently on the second topic (social media) than on the first (school improvement). No effects of topic were observed for text productivity, for lexical and syntactic complexity (TTR and MLT), or for discourse quality. For each measure, thus, a mean of the students' performance on Text 1 and Text 2 was considered for a comparison between L1 and L2 writing.
Linguistic and discourse features across L1 and L2
The results of the repeated-measures ANOVAs are displayed in Table 1 .
Fluency
Writing fluency, as measured by the number of words produced in 15 min, did not vary between L1 and L2.
Productivity
Text length in words (TNW) did not vary between L1 and L2. However, the English (L2) texts were longer in sentences (TNT) than the Italian (L1) texts, including more Tunits, F(1, 40) Note. Partial eta squared (η 2 p) expresses the effect size; that is, the magnitude of the difference between the two languages; η 2 p > .14 represents a large effect size (Richardson, 2011) . MLT = mean length of T-unit; TNT = total number of T-units; TTR = type-token ratio; TNW = total number of words; TNW15 = total number of words at the 15-min mark.
performance in the two languages. Conventionally, the values of η 2 p > .14 represent large effect sizes (see Richardson, 2011 ).
Complexity
At the lexical level, word diversity (measured by TTR) was greater in L1 than in L2, F(1, 40) = 131.25, p < .001, η 2 p = .77. At the sentence level, MLT was also greater in L1 than in L2, F(1, 40) = 16.22, p < .001, η 2 p = .29.
Discourse quality
No differences emerged between L1 and L2 at the discourse level.
Association between spelling and sentence generation skills between L1 and L2
The second step in our analyses was to explore the correlations between spelling and sentence generation skills in L1 and L2, as well as the contribution of spelling and sentence generation skills to text composition in the two languages. Table 2 reports the correlations between spelling and sentence generation skills. For Italian/L1, both the spelling without concurrent articulation (normal dictation) and spelling with concurrent articulation (dictation plus "la la la") tasks of Martino et al. (2011) were considered. Note. Sent_gen L1 = sentence generation in L1; Sent_gen L2 = sentence generation in L2; Spelling L1_co-art = spelling with concurrent articulation in L1; Spelling L1_normal = spelling without concurrent articulation in L1. *p < .05. **p < .01.
The spelling subtest of the WIAT-III was considered for English/L2. Sentence generation measures were the correct sentences generated in the parallel versions of the sentence generation task in Italian/L1 and English/L2. No significant correlation between spelling skills in Italian and English emerged. However, there was a small, significant correlation between sentence generation skills in L1 and L2 (r = .32; p < .05). Spelling skills in English significantly correlated with sentence generation skills in English (r = .41; p < .01). In contrast, there was no significant correlation between spelling skills and sentence generation skills in Italian.
Contribution of spelling and sentence generation skills to writing in L1 and L2
Multiple regressions were run to explore the contribution of spelling and sentence generation skills to persuasive writing in L1 and L2. Tables 3 and 4 report the results of the multiple regressions run for the two languages (Italian/L1 and English/L2). For Italian/L1 writing, correct responses in the spelling tasks, without and with concurrent articulation, and scores in the Italian/L1 sentence generation task were entered as predictors. For English/L2 writing, scores on the WIAT-III spelling task and the sentence generation English/L2 task were entered into the regression.
In L1, only sentence generation explained variance in persuasive writing, accounting for writing fluency. Spelling and sentence generation accounted together for only 20% of the variance in writing fluency (Table 3) .
In L2, 47% of variance in writing fluency was explained by spelling and sentence generation skills; both of the measures contributed. However, the β weights show that the contribution of spelling was greater. The model also explained 69% of the variance in text productivity in words (TNW) and 31% of text productivity in clauses (TNT). This being said, in this analysis, only spelling contributed to explaining variance in writing fluency (Table 4) . Spelling skills also contributed to explaining complexity at the sentence level, accounting for 65% of the variance in MLT, and in word .02
.07
.02
Note.
MLT
= mean length of T-unit; Sent_gen = sentence generation; Spelling co-art = spelling with concurrent articulation; Spelling normal = spelling without concurrent articulation; TNT = total number of T-units; TTR = type-token ratio; TNW = total number of words; TNW15 = total number of words at the 15-min mark. In synthesis, regarding language-specific factors, the data showed that writing fluency was less affected by these, at least in the sense that students were equally fluent in L1 and L2 text production at this age (high school students). The students tended to write more sentences in the L2 than L1 texts, but their L2 texts were lexically and syntactically less complex (i.e., contained fewer different words and shorter T-units). Thus, language-specific factors probably affected writing at the level of syntactic complexity. On the contrary, no differences emerged at the discourse level, indicating that discourse skills, although poor (see raw data), were more easily transferred from one language to the other.
Regarding spelling and sentence generation, no significant correlation emerged between spelling skills in L1 and L2. However, moderate correlations emerged between sentence generation skills, indicating that sentence generation in the two languages may share some components, perhaps verbal working memory. The only factor that modulated L1 writing was sentence generation skills, affecting only writing fluency in Italian. In contrast, it was spelling skills that constrained writing in L2, both at the microstructural and macrostructural levels.
DISCUSSION
This investigation explored the relationships between linguistic features and discourse quality of persuasive writing produced by Italian high school students in Italian and English. We also examined possible correlations between spelling and sentence generation skills across languages, as well as the impact of these skills on bilingual writing. Here, we consider the association between microand macrostructural language skills in L1 and L2, as well as the important roles of writing fluency and spelling on L2 composition, and implications for these in L2 instruction in the Italian context.
What transfers?
We compared measures of text productivity (TNW, TNT), complexity (TTR, MLT), and discourse quality across texts in Italian and English. Students composed persuasive texts that were longer (in sentences) in their L2, English, than they did in their L1, Italian. This was probably related to language-specific factors. Syntactic complexity was significantly greater in the Italian texts at both the lexical and syntactic levels. These outcomes are likely due to the students' increased experience and use of Italian, their L1, in diverse social and academic contexts and to the fact that Italian is more morphosyntactically rich language than English.
On the contrary, the participants of the current study produced texts that did not differ in discourse quality across languages. This finding, similar to that of Danzak (2011) , supports the idea that macrostructural (text-level) skills can transfer across languages (Francis, 2006) . That is, if the student can construct a persuasive text in Italian, she or he can use the same planning, organization, and logical reasoning skills to compose one in English. These skills are more strictly related to students' executive functioning (attention, planning, and verbal working memory abilities) or language general skills. They also probably require, in part, mastery of linguistic devices to achieve cohesion, such as transition words and phrases (e.g., in general, in addition, moreover, on the other hand). At a certain level of L2 expertise, which seems to be the case for the participants, this is no longer a problem. However, also similar to those of Danzak (2011) , the students' overall discourse scores across both languages were mediocre (means of 2.9 in L1 and 3.0 in L2, out of 6 possible points), indicating that most students were still emerging in their abilities to compose quality persuasive texts in both languages.
The role of fluency
Persuasive writing, especially in high school and beyond, is a complex activity that necessitates the mastery of specialized language and discourse skills. Fluently composing a quality text that is both productive and complex is especially challenging in a second language. Interestingly, for these participants, no significant differences were found in writing fluency (as measured by the number of words produced in 15 min) across languages. Although surprising, this result aligns somewhat with Ong and Zhang's (2010) study, in which fluency proved a difficult skill to improve, even with increased writing support, for L2 learners. If we consider writing fluency an index of the cognitive effort of the writer, we must conclude that writing in L1 and L2 is equally demanding for these students. Indeed, writing is probably one of the most cognitively demanding tasks at school; thus, other factors such as planning and idea generation, motivation, and engagement (Berninger et al., 2002) may affect writing fluency in high school students more than linguistic knowledge or transcription skills.
An additional finding further supports this assumption. Outcomes on the sentence generation task, which involved the fluent production of sentences, correlated across languages. Considering both of these results, it appears that the ability to fluently translate ideas in text is a skill that, at least for these (high school) students, transfers across linguistic boundaries. Not surprisingly, then, for the students in the present study, sentence generation skills impacted text writing fluency in both languages. Given the structural differences between Italian and English, how might this association be explained? Perhaps, the ability to manage the general, cognitive demands of the sentence generation task impacted outcomes more than languagespecific syntactic skills (e.g., the ability to inflect words for number and gender in Italian or use auxiliary verbs in English).
The importance of spelling
As predicted, no correlation emerged between spelling skills in L1 and L2, indicating that spelling is a language-specific skill. Thus, transfer from L1 to L2 may not occur, especially when orthographic systems differ 48 TOPICS IN LANGUAGE DISORDERS/JANUARY-MARCH 2016 substantially. Moreover, the impact of spelling on text production appeared to be language specific. That is, for the students in the present study, Italian spelling skills did not impact Italian writing outcomes even when a cognitively costly spelling task (concurrent articulation) was used. Likely, this occurred because Italian orthography is mastered in the early grades . Thus, at later ages, lexical spelling strategies are very efficient.
In contrast, English spelling ability emerged as a key support/constraint in persuasive text composition in L2. Indeed, for the English language texts, English spelling impacted broadly at both the micro-and macrostructural levels: on fluency, productivity (TNW and TNT), complexity (TTR, MLT), and discourse (text quality). In addition, spelling and sentence generation outcomes were correlated in L2 but not in L1. Thus, spelling skills in L2 presumably modulated the ability to generate discourse in L2 at multiple levels. These findings suggest that it would be beneficial to include systematic spelling instruction in English as L2 settings, particularly in Italy, where students' L1 has a shallow orthography and dwells considerably on phonological strategies, which (alone) may be less appropriate when spelling English words.
Bilingual writing in a global society
Italians, like many around the world, study English to be able to engage in the global economy, as well as to communicate across international social networks. The results of this study demonstrate that, to some extent, students' academic writing skills can extend and transfer from L1 to L2. However, languagespecific factors can limit and constrain this transfer.
The current study shows that, for English writing, one of these factors is spelling ability. The students' L2 spelling skills influenced their L2 writing more than their text generation skills (sentence generation), which are typically more crucial than spelling for written expression at older ages (Berninger, Nagy, & Beers, 2011) . This finding may reflect language-specific challenges of written text production in English, suggesting spelling is a significant developmental constraint of text production in this language (Berninger et al., 1992 (Berninger et al., , 2011 Juel, 1988) . Alternatively, at this later stage of writing development, text generation may not play as large of a role as writing ability shifts to a rhetorical, as opposed to an instrumental, skill. Thus, a challenge to L2 educators in high school and beyond is achieving a comprehensive approach to writing instruction that addresses self-regulation and micro-level skills (i.e., spelling and sentence construction) within academic contexts that place high emphasis on the role of higher level rhetorical and discourse skills.
Study limitations and conclusions
As mentioned in the discussion, an important point to consider is the possible role that domain general, cognitive factors have in bilingual writing. In this study, we did not address the contribution of cognitive factors such as executive functions, which are known to relate to L2 performance and bilingualism (Barac & Bialystok, 2012) . We did collect data on the students' ability to attend to visual stimuli and inhibit nonverbal responses to them; however, their analysis was beyond the scope of this article. More research is needed in this area.
A second limitation of this study is that the results cannot be generalized to Italian high school students in general, as they refer to students with a certain English proficiency due to their enrollment in linguistic and international schools. Time limitations reduced our ability to broaden the data set to include more schools and students to achieve a more representative sample of Italian students learning English in diverse instructional contexts. Other studies are necessary to extend the study to students attending other types of high school students and other age ranges. As mentioned, scores of students receiving special education services were excluded from the analysis of this study to focus on the relationships between L1 and L2 writing in general. The results of this study can be indicative of the role that language-specific factors may have in the L2 writing of students with special needs. However, this is a complex issue that future research should address more directly. Large-scale studies investigating bilingual writing in students with different language learning problems are necessary to determine the relationships between L1 and L2 writing and how skills may transfer between languages.
Finally, in further research, it would be beneficial to consider the role of sociocultural factors on bilingual writing in the global Englishlearning context, including as out-of-school literacy practices and attitudes toward writing in both languages.
Overall, the present inquiry contributes to our understanding of the linguistic and discourse features of bilingual writing in the context of Italian high school students learning English as a global language, how these features compare across languages, and the impact of language-specific spelling and grammatical skills on bilingual writing. For the Italian teens in our study, the ability to fluently compose a persuasive text was a skill that could be applied across both languages, as was success in generating correct sentences. However, in English, spelling skills proved to be a constraint on text production at both micro-and macrostructural levels. As English language instruction evolves in Italy, it will be important to address persuasive text composition in both L1 and L2 while providing targeted support in language-specific areas such as spelling.
